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For A Wireless Local Area Network ) 

REASONS FOR REVIEW OF FINAL REJECTION 

Applicants request review of the final rejection mailed on July 24, 2008, because the 
Examiner has clearly erred in rejecting the claims. 

1. The Claimed Invention 

The claims currently under examination are claims 1, 3, 4, and 6-11 of which claim 1 is 
independent. Claim 1 is directed to a wireless local area network (WLAN) for providing 
telecommunications services to a multi-mode mobile station that is also able to wirelessly 
communicate with a wireless wide are network (WW AN) when operating in a first wireless 
coverage area. The WW AN includes a first data register, e.g., a home location register (HLR), that 
contains a first data record for the multi-mode mobile station. The WLAN comprises: (a) at least 
one access point providing a second wireless coverage area, wherein the multi-mode mobile station 
is able to wirelessly communicate with the at least one wireless access point when it operates in the 
second wireless coverage area; (b) a private branch exchange (PBX) communicatively coupled to 


the at least one wireless access point; and (c) a second data register co-located with the PBX and 
communicatively coupled to the first data register, wherein the second data register stores a second 
data record for the multi-mode mobile station when it operates in the second wireless coverage 
area, the second data register being able to transmit at least one mobility management message to 
the first data register, wherein the at least one mobility management message facilitates roaming 
between the first and second wireless coverage areas by the multi-mode mobile station. 

2. Status of the Claims 

Claims 1, 3, 4, and 6-9 stand rejected under § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Karaoguz et al., U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0059434 ("Karaoguz") in view of Lu et al, U.S. Patent No. 
6,694,134 ("Lu"). Claims 10 and 11 stand rejected under § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Karaoguz in view of Lu and Thornton et al, U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0101860 ("Thornton"). 

3. The Examiner's Clear Error 

The Examiner has admitted that Karaoguz does not teach the "second data register" recited 
in claim 1 and has instead relied on Lu for this element. See Final Office Action, pp. 4-5. In the 
Examiner's rationale, the VLR/HLR described in col. 6 of Lu corresponds to the claimed "second 
data register." See Final Office Action, pp. 2-3. In particular, the Examiner has argued that this 
VLR/HLR is (i) co-located with a PBX and (ii) transmits at least one mobility management 
message that facilitates roaming. However, the Examiner is wrong on both counts. 

a. The VLR/HLR is not "co-located" with the PBX 

Claim 1 recites "a second data register co-located with said PBX." The VLR/HLR that 
allegedly corresponds to the "second data register" is included in private cellular network 110, as 
described in col. 6, lines 1 8-24. Private cellular network 1 10, in turn, is included in private network 
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108. See col. 6, lines 15-17. Private network 108 also includes a private branch exchange (PBX) 
118. See col. 6, lines 31-32. However, Lu does not teach that the VLR/HLR in private cellular 
network 110 is co-located with PBX 118. To the contrary, Lu makes clear that private cellular 
network 110 and PBX 1 18 are separate elements, as shown in Figure 1 and as described in col. 7, 
line 63 - col. 8, line 4. 

In response, the Examiner has argued that the VLR/HLR must be co-located with the PBX 
because both the VLR/HLR and the PBX belong to private network 108. See Final Office Action, 
p. 2. That argument, however, makes no sense. The whole point of having a "network," private or 
otherwise, is to enable devices in different locations to communicate with one another. For 
example, a central office switch in New York and a central office switch in Los Angeles may both 
be part of the public switched telephone network (PSTN), but that does not mean that these two 
switches are co-located. Therefore, the mere fact that the VLR/HLR and the PBX are both in 
private network 108, does not mean that the VLR/HLR is co-located with the PBX. 

The Examiner has also argued that the VLR/HLR and the PBX are co-located because "they 
are in the same room, office, building. . ." See Final Office Action, p. 2. However, Lu does not 
disclose that the VLR/HLR and the PBX are in the same room, office, or building. Moreover, the 
mere fact that the VLR/HLR and the PBX belong to private network 108 does not mean that these 
elements would necessarily be in the same room, office, or building. 

Because the Examiner's argument that Lu's VLR/HLR and PBX are co-located is 
unsupported by anything in Lu ~ and is contradicted by Lu's teachings that the VLR/HLR and the 
PBX are separate elements - the Examiner's claim rejections are clearly erroneous and should be 
withdrawn. 


b. The VLR/HLR does not transmit a mobility management message that 
facilitates roaming 

In addition to being co-located with the PBX, claim 1 recites "said second data register 
being able to transmit at least one mobility management message to said first data register, whereby 
said at least one mobility management message facilitates roaming between said first and second 
wireless coverage areas by said multi-mode mobile station." The Examiner has argued that Lu 
discloses this element, specifically citing to col. 6, line 57 - col. 7, line 19. See Final Office Action, 
pp. 2-3. That argument, however, is fatally flawed because nothing in that section refers to the 
VLR/HLR, the "second data register" in the Examiner's rationale. Thus, even if col. 6, line 57 - 
col. 7, line 19 of Lu could somehow be understood as referring to "at least one mobility 
management message," nothing in Lu describes such messages as being transmitted by the 
VLR/HLR, the alleged "second data register." To the contrary, that section of Lu describes the 
function of emulator program 130 running on device 122. Figure 1 of Lu makes clear that device 
122 is a separate element from private cellular network 110, which is where the VLR/HLR (the 
alleged "second data register") is located. Therefore, even if one were to consider the VLR/HLR to 
be a "second data register," Lu still does not disclose "said second data register being able to 
transmit at least one mobility management message to said first data register," as recited in claim 1 . 

In addition, the Examiner has glossed over the roaming function of the at least one mobility 
management message: "whereby said at least one mobility management message facilitates 
roaming between said first and second wireless coverage areas by said multi-mode mobile station." 
According to the Examiner, the "mobility management message" is met by the function of device 
122 simultaneously engaging in voice communication through a first communication path 138 (the 
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"first wireless coverage area" in the Examiner's rationale) and data communication through a 
second communication path 140 (the "second wireless coverage area" in the Examiner's rationale). 
See Final Office Action, p. 3. However, as shown in Figure 1 and described in col. 7, lines 8-12 of 
Lu, communication paths 138 and 140 originate from the same access point 114. Thus, the 
simultaneous communication described in Lu has nothing to do with a multi-mode mobile station 
roaming between first and second wireless coverage areas. Instead, Lu makes clear that device 122 
simultaneously engages in voice and data communication while in one wireless coverage area, 
namely, the wireless coverage area provided by access point 1 14. Therefore, even if one were to 
regard the communications described in Lu as being "at least one mobility management message," 
such communications still do not facilitate "roaming between said first and second wireless 
coverage areas by said multi-mode mobile station," as recited in claim 1 . 

Because the Examiner has failed to show "at least one mobility management message" that 
is transmitted by a "second data register" and that "facilitates roaming," as recited in claim 1, the 
Examiner's claim rejections are clearly erroneous and should be withdrawn. 
4. Conclusion 

For the foregoing reasons, Applicants submit that the Examiner's rejections of the pending 
claims are clearly erroneous and that all of the pending claims should be allowed. 


Respectfully submitted, 


Dated: October 1 7, 2008 



Richard A. Machonkin 
Reg. No. 41,962 


